In Sorgner's 2009 paper "Nietzsche, the Overhuman, and Transhumanism", he argues, contra Bostrom, that the transhumanist movement's postman is fundamentally similar to Nietzsche's overman. In this paper, Sorgner's thesis is challenged. It is argued that transhumanism, as presented both popularly and academically, is fundamentally incompatible with Nietzsche's overman, as presented in Thus Spoke Zarathustra. This argument focuses on three significant characteristics's of Zarathustra's description of the overman: the role of earthly existence, immortality, and the rejection of collective values.
Introduction
"Man is something to be overcome!" So declares, stridently and repeatedly, the prophet Zarathustra. Zarathustra's antagonism to the human, as well as his urging to the beyond human, is contained within a wider evolutionary perspective on man's advancement as a species. Given contemporary attitudes, expressed by transhumanism, concerning the same perspective, Zarathustra stands as a possible proponent and opponent of transhumanism. Does he see man's evolution beyond himself in a like way to the Zarathustra and Transhumanism: Man is Something to Be Overcome J O S H U A M E R LO transhumanists? Would Zarathustra argue that transhumanism is merely another step in the progression from man to higher men to overman? Does the transhumanists's postman fit the description of the übermensch 1 ? In his paper, "Nietzsche, the Overhuman, and Transhumanism", Stefan Lorenz Sorgner argues that transhumanism is compatible with -if not a manifestation of -Nietzsche's own conceptualization of the overman. In this paper, I will critique Sorgner's thesis narrowly, arguing that transhumanism is not compatible with at least Zarathustra's conception of the overman. 2 This critique will be presented in three parts. First, I will briefly define transhumanism. Then, I will situate my paper within the larger discussion of Nietzsche by transhumanists; following this, I will summarize Sorgner's thesis, focusing on where he believes the transhumanists and Nietzsche agree. Finally, I will contrast transhumanism's postman with Zarathustra's overman, asserting that Zarathustra disagrees with the transhumanists with respect to three significant characteristics: the role of earthly existence, immortality, and collective values.
Transhumanism
What is transhumanism? Superficially, it is the social, scientific, and spiritual movement associated with names like Ray Kurzweil, Elon Musk, Zoltan Istvan, and George Church. The movement aims to actualize futuristic projects of human-machine interfacing, digital immortality, and positive eugenics practiced through gene editing. But beneath the grandiose promises of uploading our minds into the cloud or hacking our bodies through technological augmentation or DNA splicing, there lies a more rigorously defined philosophy and a fully developed value set that supports the aspirations 1 Note: in this paper, I will treat 'übermensch', 'overman', and 'overhuman' as equivalent names for Zarathustra's and Nietzsche's concept of those beings which are beyond humanity and human values. 2 For the purposes of this paper, I will take for granted that Zarathustra's conception of the overman and Nietzsche's conception of the overman are compatible. Thus, to not qualify as an overman according to one's conception is to not qualify as an overman according to the other's conception as well. what transhumanism is, we need to understand the values and principles that shape the transhumanist paradigm. To understand these, we can turn to the expository and framing work done in the transhumanist literature.
We can begin with Nick Bostrom's discussion of transhumanism in "Transhumanist Values". In a section explaining transhumanism generally, Bostrom says that transhumanism aims at "understanding and evaluating the opportunities for enhancing the human condition and the human organism opened up by the advancement of technology. Attention is given to both present technologies, like genetic engineering and information technology, and anticipated future ones, such as molecular nanotechnology and artificial intelligence" (Bostrom 2005, 3) . Bostrom continues: "The enhancement options being discussed include radical extension of human health-span, eradication of disease, elimination of unnecessary suffering, and augmentation of human intellectual, physical, and emotional capacities. Other transhumanist themes include space colonization and the possibility of creating superintelligent machines, along with other potential developments that could profoundly alter the human condition" (Ibid., 3).
There are similarities between the "popular" transhumanist movement and Bostrom's academic presentation of transhumanism. Both aim at the surpassing of biological humanness through technological means. Both also particularly aim at eliminating natural death and joining together human and machine intelligences. However, while these comparisons are apt, they do not yet answer questions about the underlying reasons for transhumanism.
We know what the goals of transhumanism are. We do not yet know why transhumanism has these goals.
Bostrom himself provides us with further explanatory work concerning transhumanism within his "A History of Transhumanist Thought". After tracing some of the predecessors of transhumanism (both in history and in ideation), Bostrom gives us this lineage. The first use of the word 'transhumanism' is credited to Julian Huxley. In his Religion Without Revelation, Huxley describes transhumanism as the belief that humanity, as a biological species, can transcend the biological limits of being human ,
). Next, F.M. Esfandiary is credited with the concept of the transhuman, understood as a transitional evolutionary stage between humanity at present and the eventual postman (humanity having transcended biological limits). Esfandiary's transhuman is characterized by "prostheses, plastic surgery, intensive use of telecommunications, a cosmopolitan outlook and a globetrotting lifestyle, androgyny, mediated reproduction (such as in vitro fertilization), absence of religious belief, and a rejection of traditional family values" (Bostrom 2005, 11) . Finally, Max More is credited with the "first definition of transhumanism in its modern sense". More's transhumanism "emphasized the principles of 'boundless expansion,' 'self-transformation,' 'dynamic optimism,' 'intelligent technology,' and 'spontaneous order' 3 " (Bostrom 2005, 12) . This progression of transhumanism culminates in the 1998 founding of the World Transhumanist Association by Bostrom and fellow philosopher David Pearce. The WTA is said to have spurred the academic development of transhumanism. As precursor to this development, Bostrom points to the founding documents of the WTA. The Transhumanist Declaration, one of these documents, presents many of the principles that underlie the already-mentioned goals of transhumanists.
The Declaration begins by acknowledging that technological advancement will allow for the "redesigning of the human condition". This process is one that transhumanists welcome -"Transhumanists think that by being generally open and embracing of new technology we have a better chance of turning it to our advantage …" -and claim as a moral right -"Transhumanists advocate the moral right for those who wish to use technology to extend their mental and physical (including reproductive) capacities and to improve their control over their lives". The Declaration concedes that the process of technological enhancement of humans could be harrowing -"… it is mandatory to take into account the prospect of dramatic progress in technological capabilities. It would be tragic if the potential benefits failed to materialize because of technophobia and unnecessary prohibitions. On the other hand, it would also be tragic if intelligent life went extinct because 3 Bostrom notes that this principle was later replaced with "open society". of some disaster or war involving advanced technologies". The document ends with an endorsement of the principle of beneficence -"Transhumanism advocates the well-being of all sentience (whether in artificial intellects, humans, posthumans, or non-human animals) and encompasses many principles of modern humanism" (Bostrom 2005, 21) . Primarily in the Declaration (although even in the views of some of the earlier figures named), we finally are given some of the reasons for the transhumanists' In these elaborations, we find an outline of what we might call, broadly, the humanist values of the Enlightenment thinkers (and so also, then, of the transhumanists). First, Hughes refers to reason; for the Enlightenment thinkers, reason was the sole epistemic ground that justified belief. It was to replace all other epistemic grounds, be they theological (revelation), personal (subjective experience or taste), or non-empirical (Ibid., 623-624). He sees transhumanists as needing to address the same worry that the Enlightenment thinkers are vulnerable to: the choice to prefer reason to unreasonableness cannot be justified by reason itself (Ibid., 625-626). Hughes also presents the problematic tension that exists between autonomous self-improvement and coerced-but-beneficent self-improvement. The value of autonomy -as demonstrated in classical liberalism -allows for persons to choose actions that are in their own best interests, assuming that persons both best know what is in their best interests as well as regularly choose to do actions that are in their best interests. However, given that people do not always choose to act in a way that aligns with what is best for them, Enlightenment thinkers also supported paternalism -as demonstrated in authoritarianism. Since people do not do what is best for themselves, they must be compelled to 
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the Overman, and Transhumanism" liberties, and its humanistic concern for the welfare of all humans (and other sentient beings) -probably has as much or more in common with
Nietzsche's contemporary the English liberal thinker and utilitarian John Stuart Mill" (Bostrom 2005, 4) .
Sorgner challenges Bostrom's reading of Nietzsche, arguing that there are "significant similarities between the posthuman and the overhuman"
that "can be found on a fundamental level" (Sorgner 2009, 30 to what is valued is discovered or promulgated.
The second similarity Sorgner discusses is shared approval by Nietzsche and transhumanists for science as a means for positively changing humanity. Sorgner thinks Nietzsche appeals to a scientific attitude to ground his philosophy of the overman. Sorgner also interprets Nietzsche's theses of eternal recurrence, will-to-power, and evolution as functioning as scientific theories (or at least as mirroring scientific theories) (Ibid., 33). It is the thesis of evolution, combined with the will to power dynamic, that Sorgner gestures to as providing humans reason to improve themselves (Ibid., 33). This project of self-betterment is one that Nietzsche shares with the transhumanists.
While the project is more general with respect to the progression of humans 
Does Transhumanism Overcome Man?: Zarathustra Speaks
To adequately respond to Sorgner's thesis, I need to provide instances of fundamental disagreement between Nietzsche and the transhumanists.
As stated, I will be situating my critique of Sorgner within a discussion of the overman. I will argue that the aim of transhumanism -the posthuman -differs significantly from the overman. That is, the posthuman and the overman are not fundamentally similar. As stated in footnote 2, I take Nietzsche's and Zarathustra's conceptions of the overman to be compatible, such that significantly differing from Zarathustra's overman will entail also significantly differing from Nietzsche's overman. Because of this, I believe that establishing that the transhumanists' posthuman differs significantly from Zarathustra's overman will sufficiently justify my objecting to Sorlink" to the posthuman. In contrast, Bostrom believes that individual humans can become posthuman, although this transformation might be effected by similar means as the transformation from human to Esfandiary's transhuman, and Esfandiary's transhuman to his posthuman.
J O S H U A M E R LO
gner. To argue that there is a significant difference between the two, I will show that transhumanism is opposed to three major themes in Thus Spoke Zarathustra that are characteristic of the overman.
The first characteristic of the overman that transhumanism is opposed to is the closeness of the overman to the earth. When Zarathustra first begins to teach the overman, one of his initial teachings is that the overman is "the meaning of the earth" (Nietzsche 2005, 9) . This teaching is further presented as an exhortation: "I beseech you, my brothers, remain true to the earth, and do not believe those who speak to you of otherworldly hope!" (Ibid., 10).
Finally, the teaching is given by contrasting the soul with the body: "Once the soul looked contemptuously on the body, and then that contempt was the supreme things: -the soul wished the body meager, ghastly, and famished.
Thus it thought to escape from the body and the earth" (Ibid., 10). The overman is intimately linked to his body. Against those (such as Christians) who have promised another life beyond this one in which the spirit is no longer shackled with the body, Zarathustra proclaims that the overman will remain in his body. To go beyond humanity, humanity must return to their bodies, ignoring those who revere spirit over matter, the afterlife over this current life, and the soul over the body. At first glance, this sort of thinking does not seem at all unaligned with the transhumanists. On the contrary, transhumanism is a rejection of afterwordly thinking. Transhumanism is, in some ways, an attempt to make a heaven here on earth. Rather than having to leave the world to have a life in which there will be no pain, no sorrow, and no death, transhumanists believe that such a world can be brought about now, here. To truly elucidate where transhumanists will differ from the closeness to this life that is characteristic of the overman, we need further explanation about this closeness from Zarathustra.
One of Zarathustra's prophecies is addressed to those whom he calls the "despisers of the body". Against these persons, against those who think that the soul or spirit is primary in man, Zarathustra so intones: "But the awakened one, the knowing one, says: 'Body am I entirely, and nothing more; and soul is only the name of something about the body.' / The body is a great reason, a plurality with one sense, a war and a peace, a herd and Zarathustra, in contrast, sees the apparent immaterial as merely a part of the material. To be close to the earth is to grant the body primary importance.
This gives us reason to argue against transhumanism's being compatible with
Zarathustra's overman. While transhumanists show great concern with fixing bodily problems, they do not grant the body the exalted place that figures into how the overman will treat the body. This can be noted in two ways. First, transhumanists ultimately care about something that is removed from the body: consciousness. Transhumanists are clearly not soul theorists; they are not the "otherworldly" Christians who look beyond this life to another, and who thereby ignore the body in favor of what is to survive into that next life.
But transhumanists do look beyond our bodily lives. Take, for instance, the idea of linked human-machine intelligences. What would this protect, save?
Intelligence, while connected to the body, is not intrinsically connected, at least as it is treated by transhumanism. Indeed, the idea seems to require something that is not bodily (at least in the organic sense). This point is made more obviously when applied to digital immortality. The idea of uploading human consciousness to a virtual repository is necessarily opposed to a body.
Moreover, this idea gives primacy to the mind or consciousness, not to the body. This rules out transhumanists' being this-world oriented, something the overman will be. As a second comment, related to digital immorality: the transhumanist approach to immortality suggests a de-emphasizing of the body. If immortality is to be had in the cloud or in robotic shells -if we can live on forever so long as our minds are preserved -the role of the body for J O S H U A M E R LO transhumanism is severely underplayed (compared to the role of the body for the overman). But the transhumanists' concern with immortality is not only problematic with how it treats the body.
The second characteristic of the overman that transhumanism is opposed to is the overman's mortality. As I discussed above, one of the avowed goals of the transhumanists is to avoid death (or at least greatly prolong life). But death figures massively into Zarathustra's portrayal of the overman. This is bluntly said: "Many die too late, and a few die too early. Still the teaching sounds strange: 'Die at the right time!' Die at the right time: thus teaches Zarathustra" (Ibid., 63) . Now, to be sure, it would be wrong to call Zarathustra some kind of prophet of death. His philosophy is not one that denies life.
He sharply dismisses such philosophies and such philosophers: "There are preachers of death: and the earth us full of those to whom one must preach renunciation of life … There are those with consumption of the soul: hardly are they born when they begin to die and to long for teachings of weariness and renunciation. / They would like to be dead and we should welcome their wish! Let us beware of waking those dead ones and of disturbing those living coffins" (Ibid., 41). Similar to the otherworldly (if not in many cases identical), the preachers of death see this life as being one of suffering and hardship.
They look forward to the release from such that death promises. Zarathustra is not advocating for such thinking when he commands that we die at the right time. Rather, Zarathustra is demanding that death be purposeful, and suggesting that when we die is a contributing part to the purposefulness of our deaths. As he explains: "I show you the consummating death, which shall be a spur and a promise to the survivors … My death, praise I to you, the voluntary death, which comes to me because I want it. And when shall I want it? -Whoever has a goal and an heir, wants death at the right time for the goal and the heir" (Ibid., 63). The purpose of death is to make way for one's goal and one's heir. From later passages, it should be clear that the overman is both the goal and heir of Zarathustra. 6 Death, then, of mere men, is done so 6 See, for instance, ibid., 174 ("O my brothers, I consecrate and direct you to a new nobility: you shall become procreators and cultivators and sowers of the future … O my brothers, your nobility shall not gaze backward, but outward! … You shall make amends to your that the overman might come into existence. Zarathustra, in one of his new tablets, calls such a death a sacrifice for the sake of the overman. 7 Importantly, this idea of sacrificing one's life for the sake of the future is linked to another central characteristic of the overman, self-overcoming. 8 Life itself is included as a necessary part of this overcoming: "And life itself spoke this secret to me. 'Behold,' it said, 'I am that which must ever overcome itself'" (Ibid., 101).
To hold onto this life is to stagnate, to prevent the actualizing of the future, a future that carries with itself the promise of greater lives for greater beings.
The difficulty posed to transhumanism by the twin ideas of purposeful death and self-overcoming is the importance of death itself. If immortality is a goal that transhumanists aspire to, they cannot claim to be interested in overcoming themselves. While it might be argued that self-overcoming is a constitutive part of immortality -that is, that biological humanness must be surpassed if life is to be extended indefinitely -this argument fails to account for the Zarathustrian condemnation of this life. If there are not overmen now, then all humans that exist are merely means to realizing the overman. And even if this realization can occur through some sort of transformative process that preserves this particular life throughout itself, then transhumanism must still account for self-overcoming as a process of self-mastery. As Zarathustra teaches, "All that lives, obeys … he who cannot obey himself is commanded … Yes, even when it commands itself, it must still pay for its commanding. It must become the judge and avenger and victim of its own law" (Ibid., 100). Self-overcoming involves internalizing the will to power, the will to command rather than to obey. In contrast, children for being the children of your fathers: thus shall you redeem all that is past!"), and ibid., 280 ("While all this went on Zarathustra spoke only a sentence: 'My children are near, my children -, then he became quite silent … 'Well! My lion has come, my children are near, Zarathustra has grown ripe, my hour has come …". 7 "O my brothers, the first-born is always sacrificed. But now we are first-born! / We bleed on secret sacrificial altars, we all burn and roast in honor of ancient idols … In us ourselves he lives on still, the old idol-priest, who roasts our best for his feast. Ah, my brothers, how should the first-born now be sacrifices! / But so our kind wants it; and I love those who do not wish to preserve themselves. I love with my whole love those who go under and perish: for they cross over. 171. 8 See ibid., 99-102.
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even if, as conceded above, the augmentative practices of transhumanism could produce an overman without the ending of the current and particular life of someone who is now human, this would be an extrinsic change. If self-overcoming is intrinsic -which it very much seems to be -then these technological processes could not satisfy the dual requirements that make up the Zarathustrian understanding of death.
Finally, transhumanism stands against the overman's characteristic task of value-creating. This is to say that transhumanists implicitly make or adhere to collective value judgements; this contrasts sharply with the overman's transcending of all values and value judgements. This central theme of Zarathustra's ministry is one that does not need to be dwelt on at length. I will offer a few selections that exemplify what is meant by the overman's transcending valuation. From the section on the thousand and one goals:
Truly, men have given to themselves all their good and evil. Truly, they did not take it, they did not find it, it did not come to them as a voice from heaven. / Only man assigned values to things in order to maintain himself … Truly, this power of praising and blaming is a monster. Tell me, O brothers, who will subdue it for me? Tell me, who will throw a yoke upon the thousand necks of this beast? / A thousand goals have there been so far … Only the yoke for a thousand necks is still lacking: the one goal is lacking. As yet humanity has no goal. / But tell me, my brothers, if the goal of humanity is still lacking, is there not also still lacking -humanity itself? -(Ibid., 53-54).
From the section on the old and new tablets: "When I came to men, I found them resting on an old conceit: all of them thought they had long known what was good and evil for man … I disturbed this sleepiness when I taught that no one yet knows what is good and evil -unless it be he who creates! / -But it is he who creates man's goal and gives the earth its meanings and its future: that anything at all is good and evil, that is his creation" (Ibid., 168). From the section on the higher men: "You creators, you higher men! One is pregnant only with one's own child. / Do not let yourselves be imposed upon or beguiled! For who is your neighbor? Even if you do things 'for your neighbor' -you still do not create for him! / Unlearn this 
Conclusion
In this paper, I have argued against Sorgner's thesis that transhumanism is generally compatible with Nietzsche's philosophy of the übermensch. To do this, I offered a brief description of transhumanism and its principles. I next summarized Sorgner's thesis, noting the points of similarity he observed between transhumanism and Nietzsche's philosophy. Finally, I challenged Sorgner by showing three points of incompatibility between Zarathustra's treatment of the overman and transhumanism: the overman's closeness to the earth, immortality as a goal, and the collective values of transhumanists.
To end this paper, I offer two concluding thoughts about where further work could be done with respect to my thesis.
Though I granted that Nietzsche's and Zarathustra's understandings of the overman were such that incompatibility with one would entail incompatibility with the other, this point could be proven more rigorously.
However, this is a less interesting (though perhaps not less important) problem that the one I will now propose. Transhumanism, as Bostrom himself remarks, is a fragmentary movement. It is, as of yet, not unified with respect to all of its goals, the means it recommends to those goals, and the justifications it offers for both its goals and the means by which they are to be accomplished. Both Sorgner and myself rely on certain themes in Nietzsche and Zarathustra being fundamental to them. We also rely on certain themes in transhumanism being likewise fundamental in order for us to, respectively, compare or contrast transhumanism's fundamental themes with Nietzsche's and Zarathustra's fundamental themes. A project that remains for those interested in relation between the posthuman and the overman is as follows: if transhumanism could become a more unified field of thought, would this change the fundamental themes that are available for association with Nietzsche's own thought? In other words, would a comprehensive theory of transhumanism give reason to Sorgner
